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Abstract: The aim of this study was to analyze the managerial work of Lithuanian managers in terms 
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in effective managerial work performance. A survey was used as the most appropriate tool for data 
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ploratory factor analysis was used to single out managerial roles, and multiple regression analysis was 
conducted to identify the relationship between managerial roles and perceived managerial effective-
ness. The study revealed significant results in terms of performance of managerial roles and questioned 
the universalistic model of managerial roles by pointing out to their sensitivity to organizational con-
text. The results demonstrate that a part of the activities of managers still fall within the framework of 
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Introduction
The concept of managerial work and its effectiveness has gained much research atten-
tion. Many researchers have studied the managerial work phenomenon both theoreti-
cally and empirically. Studies have described and classified managerial work types and 
nature in terms of functions (Fayol, 1916; Barnard, 1938), activities and behaviour 
(Carlson, 1951; Luthans & Lockwood, 1984; Stewart, 1982; Kotter, 1982), and roles 
(Mintzberg, 1973; 1990; 1994; Tengblad, 2006; Dierdorff et al., 2009). 
The latest approach presented by Mintzberg (1973) is one of the most influential 
studies focused on the concept of manager’s work through managerial roles. The cre-
ated model involves ten managerial roles classified as interpersonal, informational and 
decisional, and provides a clear understanding about managerial work. Despite the 
criticism concerning structured observation methodology, Mintzberg’s framework has 
been frequently used in studies of managerial work (Kurke & Aldrich, 1983; Shapira & 
Dunbar, 1980; Allan, 1981; Pavett & Lau, 1983, Paolillo, 1987; Tengblad, 2006, etc.). 
Investigation of what managers do in different perspectives revealed certain limi-
tations of these studies. According to several scholars (Stewart, 1989; Hales 1986; 
Chapman, 2001), attention should be paid not only to the content of the management 
work, but also to its effectiveness and managers’ contribution to the achievement of 
organizational goals. The development of this idea has been reflected in a number of 
studies in the field of managerial effectiveness, although there is so far no consensus 
on this concept. Managerial effectiveness has been investigated from different perspec-
tives as managerial roles and work behaviours (Martinko & Gardner, 1990; Analoui, 
1999; Willcocks, 2002; Rastogi et al., 2004; Metts, 2007; Wang, 2011; Hamlin & Patel, 
2012; Bamel et al., 2015), personal characteristics, skills and competencies (Boyatzis, 
1982; Shipper et al., 2003; Allen et al., 2006; Narayan & Rangnekar, 2011), person, 
process and product approach (Campbell et al., 1970). Though there is an agreement 
that managerial effectiveness depends on a wide range of personal, organizational and 
environmental factors (Analoui, 2010), nevertheless difficulties occur trying to explain 
managerial effectiveness concerning its measurability and comparability. 
It should be noted that most research in managerial work in terms of activities 
and roles was conducted in Western countries, while research in emerging economies 
is rather fragmentary (Pearson & Chatterjee, 2003; Bao, 2009; Analoui et al., 2010; 
Pathak et al., 2010; Bamel et al., 2011; Bamel et al., 2015, etc.) and seeking to explore 
the relevance of traditional managerial roles in terms of cultural disparities of the organ-
izations in Eastern Asian, African, Middle Eastern countries. The findings of these stud-
ies revealed that Mintzberg’s model has some utility, but economic, social and cultural 
specifics in these countries should be taken into account.
However, the analysis of numerous scientific literature related to the manageri-
al work research has shown almost a lack of studies concerned with SMEs managers 
work in different terms (Paolillo,1984; Muir & Langford, 1994; O’Gorman et al., 2005; 
 43
Florén, 2006; Andersson & Florén, 2008). Overall, managerial work investigations are 
usually associated with large companies, but in a small company the spectrum of man-
agerial work differs qualitatively and quantitatively from the work of managers of larger 
organizations. Therefore the issue of managers’ work roles and their effectiveness still 
needs more studies to gain a better understanding of these concepts in the context of 
SMEs. 
In recent years Lithuania has become one of the rapidly growing and innovative 
economies. However, managers’ work and the effectiveness of its performance still re-
mains the important issue both in Lithuanian large companies and in SMEs. Thus the 
purpose of this study is to investigate the managerial roles performed by managers in 
SMEs in Lithuania and how they are related to perceived managerial effectiveness. The 
study reflects whether managerial roles of managers in the context of SMEs are bound 
to exhibit distinct features other than suggested in Mintzberg’s concept. Study results 
contribute to the research of managerial work in terms of roles and perceived manage-
rial effectiveness in emerging economies.
1. Conceptual framework of managerial work and effectiveness
This section presents a literature review on the main approaches to managerial work, 
with particular focus on roles and managerial effectiveness. 
Managerial work
The nature of managers’ work, their activities, behaviour, and tasks became an impor-
tant field of research at the beginning of the previous century. Various researchers’ 
inquiries focus on the issue “What do managers do?” (Fayol, 1916; Barnard, 1938; 
Carlson, 1951; Mintzberg, 1973; Stewart, 1975; Kotter, 1982; Hales, 1986; Carroll & 
Gillen, 1987; Watson, 1994; Eriksson et al., 2008; Konrad et al., 2001; Tengblad, 2006; 
Dierdorff et al., 2009, and others). It is noteworthy that seeking to create concepts that 
would make it easier to conceive the nature of managerial work, scholarly attention was 
paid to description and classification of this comprehensive category from such view-
points as functions (Fayol, 1916; Gulick & Urwick, 1937), roles (Mintzberg, 1973; 
Mintzberg, 1994; Leslie et al., 2002), and activities (Stewart, 1982; Luthans & Lock-
wood, 1984). 
The early studies (1951–1969) of managerial work, as pointed by Tengblad &Vie 
(2012), built a strong foundation for further investigations revealing common patterns 
of managers’ work and its high fragmentation because of a large range among manage-
ment positions. Later, other approaches to managerial work became popular: mana-
gerial work as activities and roles, as power and control, as performance and labour 
process (Korica et al., 2017). The managerial roles approach was popularised by Mintz-
berg (1973), who aimed to address a gap between too theoretical attitudes to the man-
agers’ work and practical realities (Korica et al., 2017). He diverted the analysis on the 
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investigation of the real content of managerial work, concentrating on the manager’s 
activities which could be characterized by brevity, fragmentation and variety, high level 
of interaction and a preference for verbal communication (Sancino & Turrini, 2009). 
According to Mintzberg (1973), a manager can be treated as a head of organization that 
faces challenges every day in a very complex environment. Based on an observational 
study of top executives, Mintzberg concluded that a manager’s work could be described 
in terms of ten job roles. Managers perform managerial roles in a different matter de-
pending on their level and functions, environment, personality and context. According 
to the framework suggested by Mintzberg (1973), managerial roles are divided into 
three categories: interpersonal roles (as figurehead, leader, and liaison), where manag-
ers are formally in charge because of their special status and formal authority; informa-
tional roles (as monitor, disseminator, and spokesperson) place managers in a unique 
position to receive, store and send information; decisional roles (as entrepreneur, dis-
turbance handler, negotiator, and resource allocator) involve managers in significant 
decision-making about organizational activities. Mintzberg asserts that the ten manage-
rial roles are common in all managerial jobs despite the functional areas or hierarchical 
levels of management (Mintzberg, 1990). 
There are differences in managers’ work with respect to the relative importance of 
roles according to the functional areas and levels in the hierarchies (Mount & Bartlett, 
1999). However, the organization would be the one who determines the need for a par-
ticular role, and its complementation depends exactly on the manager’s skills and capa-
bilities (Kumar, 2015). As managerial roles form an integrated whole and are intensely 
interacting with each other, taking one of them out can harm managers’ activities (de 
Oliveira et al., 2015).
Mintzberg’s managerial roles framework has been criticized by other scholars for 
a limited sample, for the premise that top managers can represent typical managers, 
regarding the focus on what managers do without linking it with their achievements, 
and overall, questioning the purpose and emphasis of the roles and their universality 
(Snyder & Glueck, 1980; Snyder & Wheelen, 1981; Stewart, 1982; Martinko & Gard-
ner, 1985; Tengblad, 2006). 
In spite of the criticism, Mintzberg’s approach raised a tide of further investigations. 
Kurke & Aldrich (1983) managed to prove Mintzberg’s ideas by developing a replica-
tion study using the same methodology. Their study “confirms the soundness of his 
results, reinforcing the image of managers as operating in a work setting characterized 
by fragmetation, brevity, concentration on live media, and dependence on others for 
initiating contacts” (Kurke & Aldrich, 1983, p. 983). On the ground of controversial 
discussions, Tengblad (2006) replicated Mintzberg’s (1973) study and found more dif-
ferences than the study of Kurke & Aldrich (1983). Tengblad (2006) concluded that 
managerial work is neither stable as Mintzberg (1973) claimed, nor very changeable as 
described in the post-bureaucratic theory, and that “claims of the emergence of radically 
different managerial work are much exaggerated” (Tengblad, 2006, p. 1437).
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Although Mintzberg managerial roles are often generalized, it has to be taken into 
account that different managerial levels require distinct job content, activities, func-
tions, and performance capabilities. A wide diversity of studies were exploring the link 
between managerial roles and different aspects of hierarchical levels and functional 
areas (Paolillo, 1987; Pavett & Lau, 1983; Kotter, 1982), as well as gender (Smith & 
Schellenberger,1991), the relationship between managerial roles and context (Dier-
dorff et al., 2009), personality, experience and education. It has been noticed that the 
manager’s level in the hierarchy and functional area have a strong effect on managerial 
work, and the importance of role-related behaviour increases depending on the man-
ager’s place in hierarchy. Paolillo (1987) found that six of the ten roles are influenced 
by the functional area, thus confirming the meaning of the functional aspect. Pavett & 
Lau (1983) concluded that roles were more important to top managers than to lower 
level managers. 
A review of the literature reveals other classifications of managerial roles (Morse 
& Wagner, 1978; Luthans et al., 1985; Quinn, 1990; Mintzberg, 1994; Leslie et al., 
2002; Dierdorff et al., 2009; DuBrin, 2012). Mintzberg (1994) reduced his previously 
determined managerial roles from ten to six. Morse & Wagner (1978) proposed nine 
managerial roles (strategic problem solving, resource managing, conflict handling, or-
ganizing, information handling, motivating, providing for growth and development, 
coordinating, and managing the organization’s environment) that are different from 
Mintzberg’s (1973) framework though are built on it (Morse & Wagner, 1978, p. 24). 
Quinn (1990) focused on effective manager’s performance and determined eight roles 
such as director, producer, monitor, coordinator, facilitator, mentor, innovator, and bro-
ker, which are significant for manager’s activities. 
Leslie et al. (2002) extended the list of roles by adding the role of a manager as 
an innovator and pushed it back into Mintzberg’s (1994) roles classification, because 
an ability to innovate is considered as a manager’s competitive advantage in business. 
DuBrin (2012) extended Mintzberg’s findings and delineated 17 roles (strategic plan-
ner, motivator and coach, team builder and team player, technical problem solver, etc.) 
which reveal the complexity of managerial work. According to DuBrin (2012), the 
technological progress, knowledge of work importance, changes in organizational con-
text develop significant shifts in the nature of managerial work. As we can see from dif-
ferent classifications, “the nature of managerial roles has changed over the past 50 years 
migrating from command and control models to contemporary roles that emphasize 
worker support, coaching, motivating, and facilitating” (Laud et al., 2016, p. 441). 
The significance of managerial roles in different contexts steadily attracts a great deal 
of interest, and Mintzberg’s framework despite its controversy is still valid and broadly 
used to describe managerial work.
As in this study we analyze the conceptualization and appliance of managerial roles 
as perceived by managers representing small and medium – sized enterprises (SMEs), 
addressing this specific question regarding their work content has raised some issues. 
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First of all, taking into account the previous theoretical and empirical studies, it should 
be emphasized that the investigation of managerial work is usually associated with large 
companies. However, different scholars (Muir & Langford, 1994; Florén & Tell, 2004; 
O’Gorman et al., 2005) state that the work of managers of SMEs differs from the mana-
gerial work in large companies, in particular because managers from SMEs need to have 
a variety of skills due to the constant requirement to assume different roles. According 
to Florén (2006), seeking to ensure the long-term success of an organization, there is a 
great importance for managers of small and medium-sized enterprises to have conceptu-
al, communicative and technical skills and the abilities to combine them. For this reason, 
it is often difficult to clearly define the content of the managerial work of SMEs. A com-
parative study performed by Paolillo (1984) concerning the roles played by the manager 
on the basis of Mintzberg classification in SMEs and large companies revealed that the 
role of the Representor – the disseminator of information to external stakeholders – is 
central to small business managers. Likewise, Entrepreneur, Figurehead and Leader roles 
in small businesses are more important than in big ones,which is determined by the spe-
cifics of small and medium-sized enterprises, where the manager often deals with the 
development of the company’s strategy and ensuring its implementation.
Managerial effectiveness
The issue of managerial effectiveness has been studied over the years in parallel with 
managerial work. Investigations of this concept raised a great deal of misunderstanding 
and ambiguity due to its complexity. Scholars focused on different aspects of manage-
rial effectiveness seeking to reveal its essence, characterize an effective manager and its 
personality, and determine ways to measure managerial effectiveness (Stewart, 1991; 
Gupta, 1996; Analoui, 1999; Braithwaite, 2004; Bao, 2009; Bamel et al., 2011; Hamlin 
et al., 2011; Ruiz et al., 2014, and others). But still there is no clear agreement among 
scholars concerning the concept of managerial effectiveness (Bamel et al., 2015).
Managerial effectiveness is conceptualized and measured in different ways depend-
ing on the approaches emphasized by researchers: behavioural, personal effectiveness, 
person – process – product, effectiveness areas and objectives (Farahbakhsh, 2007). 
Gupta (1996) envisioned managerial effectiveness as the “ability of a manager to carry 
out the activities required of his/her position while achieving the results both current 
and in terms of developing further potential” (Gupta, 1996, p. 399). Rastogi & Dave 
(2004) acknowledged that managerial effectiveness is not only related with the manag-
er’s personality characteristics but also with performance and output.
Behavioural focus is clearly noticed in the analysis of managerial effectiveness. Balar-
man (1989) defined managerial effectiveness in behavioural terms providing a few job 
oriented criteria ( communication, delegation of work, planning and scheduling, etc.) 
for evaluation. The effectiveness of managerial behaviour was also highlighted in the 
studies (Hamlin & Serventi, 2008; Hamlin et al., 2011; Hamlin & Patel, 2012). The 
identified management performance criteria: effective planning and proactive control; 
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active supportive management; delegation and empowerment; genuine care for staff; 
fight for interests of the staff; active learning and staff development; open and trust-
ing managers approach; staff involvement; communication, coaching and well flow of 
information (Hamlin, 2011) may serve as predictors of the manager’s effectiveness. 
Analoui (1999; 2007) proposed a system of parameters like managers’ perception, 
skills and knowledge, choices and opportunities, inter-organizational relationships, etc. 
that helps to understand how managers can dispense their work in an effective way. 
Hales (1986) stated that effective managers only do what is related to their direct duty, 
and the attention should be focused on how they contribute to the achievement of or-
ganizational goals.
According to Mintzberg (1973), managerial effectiveness is an ability of managers 
to perform various managerial roles as a whole. This approach was taken into account 
in Leslie et al. (2002) study of managerial effectiveness in a global context. Research-
ers introduced a concept of managerial effectiveness being dependent on four differ-
ent pillars of overall effectiveness. Manager’s personality, capabilities, managerial roles 
and experience are the main cornerstones to describe effectiveness. In turn managerial 
effectiveness has been conveyed in five dimensions: managing and leading represents 
traditional roles of manager and leader; interpersonal relationships describe manager’s 
ability to build and maintain relationships inside the organization with senior manag-
ers and peers; knowledge and initiative dimension combines personal knowledge and 
managerial competences related to confidence, initiative and independence; success 
orientation stands for goal achievements and attainments of desired organizational out-
comes, and contextually adept focus on management of external relationships (Leslie 
et al., 2002). 
Generally speaking, it means how managers’ work is related to perceptions of their 
effectiveness. As there is a lack of unequivocal direct criteria of managerial effectiveness 
against which managerial work could be measured, managerial work performance will 
depend on managers’ own perception. Taking this into account in our study, effective-
ness centers upon the ability to perform multiple managerial roles.
Based on the literature review it could be indicated that there is a comprehensive 
knowledge accumulated regarding different aspects of managerial roles and effective-
ness. However, research done in the context of emerging economies might bring addi-
tional contribution to this area.
2. Research Design and Results
2.1 Sample and data collection tool
Survey of managers of small-medium sized business enterprises was applied to get data 
on managerial roles and perceived managerial effectiveness. Convenience sampling was 
applied asking managers of SMEs to fill in the questionnaire. Micro companies with a 
number of employees less than 10 were not included into the survey, due to specific 
48 
nature of such small firms. Companies employing more than 250 employees were also 
considered as big companies and were excluded from the research. The final sample 
included 96 mainly top and middle-level managers from different SMEs in Lithuania. 
Companies represented very diverse sectors of economy, the majority of answers came 
from service providing companies, others were involved in manufacturing or trade ac-
tivities. 
The original questionnaire was translated into a local language to avoid misinterpre-
tations of the statements. To measure performance of managerial roles and managerial 
effectiveness, the respondents had to evaluate every question on the scale from 1 to 6, 
where 1 meant complete disagreement, while 6 represented complete agreement. 
The majority of respondents (58%) were male, against 42% of female. The domi-
nant group of respondents (53%) consisted of middle-aged managers between 35 and 
54 years of age, while younger managers aged from 18 to 34 years made up 40% of the 
sample. 67% of the respondents had 7 and more years of experience in management 
job, while only 4% were novice in the field having less than one year management ex-
perience. 90 % of managers had university degree – 46 % of them held master’s and 44 
% bachelor’s degree, 10 % had lower level education. 47 % of the respondents defined 
their management positions as being middle level managers, 42 % as top management, 
and 11 % as bottom-line managers.
The questionnaire included two main constructs. The first construct was meant to 
define the managerial roles of the respondents, while the second one measured the 
self-perceived effectiveness of performing those roles. The first construct was devel-
oped for exploratory factor analysis (EFA). So it is original for this study, but the initial 
idea was mainly based on Mintzberg’s approach developed in the whole set of publica-
tions (Mintzberg, 1973; 1975; 1994). All questions of this construct were built around 
three main topics: managing relationships, managing information and managing ac-
tions. Such structuring stems from Mintzberg’s works, but it was referred to in Leslie 
and his team’s survey (2002) and it was borrowed for constructing this questionnaire as 
well. Another important source of inspiration were publications by Hamlin and his col-
leagues (Hamlin & Cooper, 2005; Hamlin & Sawyer, 2007; Hamlin & Serventi, 2008; 
Hamlin et al., 2011; Hamlin & Patel, 2012), where he analysed effective managerial and 
leadership behaviour and what it implies. The final construct included 57 questions, 37 
of which were taken from the survey of Leslie et al. (2002), others represent input of 
the authors of this publication in interpreting ideas presented by Mintzberg, Hamlin 
and other researchers in the area. 
The second construct aimed to measure self-perceived effectiveness of a manager’s 
job. This is an original construct developed for this study. To measure effectiveness, 
Mintzberg’s concept of management tasks (Mintzberg, 1973) was taken as a starting 
point. The questions formulated reflect different tasks paramount to managerial work. 
The assumption is made that achieving those tasks would mean higher managerial ef-
fectiveness, while disregarding leads to low effectiveness. This construct consists of nine 
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questions, where two questions were taken from Leslie et al. (2002) study and others 
were constructed by the authors of this survey.
2.2 Exploratory factor analysis and reliability of constructs
Exploratory factor analysis was carried out to define the management roles of SME 
managers. As it was mentioned before, 57 questions related to different areas of mana-
gerial work were formulated. The initial factor analysis solution gave ambiguous results. 
Eight factors were detected, but some variables had very similar correlations with more 
than one factor. The process continued by eliminating those ambiguous variables. The 
final solution included only 38 variables, but those variables helped to create a clear 
picture of managerial roles as they are seen by the managers of SMEs.
A principal component factor analysis was conducted on 38 items with Verimax ro-
tation. The Kaiser – Meyer – Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the 
analysis. The KMO value was equal to 0.924, which is ‘marvellous’ and well above the 
acceptable limit of 0.5 (Field, 2013). Bartlett’s test of Sphericity had p – value lower 
than 0.01, which indicates that correlation matrix of variables was significantly different 
from an identity matrix, therefore, some correlation between variables exists, and data 
can be used for factor analysis. An initial analysis was run to obtain Eigenvalues for each 
factor in the data. Six factors had Eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1. In combina-
tion those six factors explained 73.6 % of the variance.
The items that cluster on the same factor suggest that factor 1 describes the role of 
Analyser, factor 2 – the role of Representor of the organization, factor 3 – Leader for 
employees, factor 4 – creative Innovator in problem solving, factor 5 – Decision maker, 
and factor 6 – Networker inside and outside the organizations. The first factor explains 
about 18 % of data variance, the second one about 17%, the third about 13%, the forth – 
10%, the fifth –8%, and the sixth – 7%. 
TABLE 1. The results of factor analysis and constructs’ reliability for evaluation of managerial 
roles 
Factor load-
ing score
Cronbach’s 
Alpha
Analyzer
Able to make future forecasts .788
.943
Track changes in the market .766
Can identify problems/threats early .765
Able to influence process to increase productivity .717
Can analyze, test the validity of information .685
Able to deliver important information to the organization on time .682
Monitor internal organizational processes .662
Strong risk management skills .629
Can create order and sort out large quantities of information .612
Logical, data-based, rational .569
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Factor load-
ing score
Cronbach’s 
Alpha
Representor
Negotiates deals and make important long-term contracts on 
behalf of organization .817
.956
Can effectively represent corporate interests at multiple levels of 
interaction in public and private sectors .752
Carries out negotiations with multiple risk factors and unknowns .747
Can effectively act as agent and advocate for the organization .745
A strong communicator .667
Skilful in speaking to external agencies or individuals .665
Able to convince/influence others .614
Good at initiating changes .591
Comfortable with the power of the managerial role .571
Leader
Recognizes and rewards employees for their work .802
.885
Makes good use of people; do not exploit them .779
Expresses trust of employees, maintain friendly relationship with 
them .728
Available to employees .727
Involves employees into decision making and problem solving 
processes .661
Able to give clear answers and clear-cut instructions .628
Gives critics to employees in order to help them realize their mis-
takes and improve .447
Innovator
Seizes new opportunities .713
.901
Can implement necessary changes .681
Encourages employees to think “out of the box” .670
Entrepreneurial and willing to try new approaches .658
Can depart from accepted group norms of thinking and behaving 
when necessary .590
Decision Maker
Decisive and action oriented; do not procrastinate on decisions .718
.887Always confident with the decision .629Skilled at effective planning and organizing .553
Can make decisions rapidly when speed and timing are paramount .535
Networker
Able to create effective alliances throughout and outside the 
organization .764
.755A team builder; bring people together successfully around tasks .647
Possesses an extensive network of contacts necessary to do the job .528
TABLE 1 continued
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The reliability of constructs received was checked using Cronbach’s Alpha reliability 
criterion. All six constructs have high internal consistency with the lowest Alpha of .755 
for the role of Networker and the highest of .956 for the role of Representor. Construct’s 
reliability was checked for the self-perceived effectiveness as well, and it was found that 
the reliability of measurement scale is high, with Cronbach’s Alpha equal to .94.
TABLE 2. The construct of self-perceived effectiveness and its reliability
Self-perceived effectiveness Cronbach’s Alpha
An effective manager  
.940
An inspirational (charismatic) leader  
Skilled and competent representative of organization  
Capable to maintain stability in organization  
Flexible to adapt to changing environment  
Effective at managing information and disseminating its flows between 
organization and its  environment  
Extremely effective in managing conflict to enhance the quality of the 
decision  
Capable to evaluate risks and take necessary actions to follow the strat-
egy of meeting company’s goals and expectations  
Consistently drives for better outcomes
2.3 Multiple regression analysis
Hierarchical regression was intended to apply to find out the relationship between dif-
ferent characteristics of managers and their perception of the effectiveness of a man-
ager’s job. The first model included demographic characteristics of managers as pre-
dictors  – age, gender, education, managerial experience and management level. The 
second one included six managerial roles as found using factor analysis. Self–perceived 
managerial effectiveness was taken as a dependent variable. 
Regression analysis revealed that demographic characteristics cannot be used to ex-
plain the way managers understand the effectiveness of their job. ANOVA F-test p-val-
ue for the first model was greatly above the level of significance and the model could 
explain less than 4% of variance of data. Therefore, regression analysis was rerun with 
only manager’s roles as predictors. 
Since neither factor analysis per se, nor previous literature analysis could suggest 
the priority of roles making effect on perception of effectiveness of managerial work, 
it was decided to apply a stepwise regression model, which includes predictors to the 
model based on pure mathematical relation between the variables. It is the most suited 
for exploratory model building (Field, 2013), which was the case in the present study. 
A five-step model building was carried out in regression analysis. Final regression 
model contains five out of six variables included in the primary model. Only decision 
making role did not show important effect on self-evaluated effectiveness (see Table 3). 
Evaluations of managerial roles can firmly predict how managers will see the effective-
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ness of their work. The final model explains 82.2 % variations of the dependent variable. 
But the model strongly suggests that it is not necessary to analyse all managerial roles to 
know the effect on perceived effectiveness. The first regression model with just one pre-
dictor – evaluation of the role of Representor, can explain about 71% of variance (see 
Table 2). Adding a second predictor increases the value of forecast only by about 5%, 
and the last two predictors add just about 1% of precision to the forecast each. The role 
of Representor is the best predictor due to the fact of a very high correlation between 
this variable and the variable of effectiveness (r=0.843). Other predictors also have 
strong correlations with the dependent variable (Analyzer r=0.788; Innovator r=0.77; 
Networker r= 0.702; Leader r=0.652). A strong correlation exists with the Decision 
maker role as well (r=0.729), but it has a more random character and cannot serve as a 
predictor. All correlations are statistically significant at the 0.01 level.
The analysis shows a good model fit, which means that the model can be used for 
prediction of the dependent variable. Durbin-Watson statistic (2.19) is very close to 
2, therefore, it confirms the assumption of independence of errors. ANOVA tests for 
intermediate models and for the final regression model (F=83.198, p=0.00) suggest 
that models are significantly better at predicting the outcomes than using the means as 
“a best guess” (Field, 2013).
Having in mind theoretical explanations, there is no surprise that all five predictors 
have positive relationship with self-perceived effectiveness. It means that higher evalu-
ation of roles included into the model leads to higher perception of effectiveness of the 
work performed. In the final model with 5 predictors, the role of Representor provides 
the largest impact on perceiving effectiveness. The increase of the evaluation of the Rep-
resentor role by 1 point on the scale from 1 to 6 leads to an increase in evaluating effec-
tiveness of 0.296 points. Other roles have less exposed effects, but still quite significant 
(see Table 4). The smallest effect is achieved by the networking role where the change 
TABLE 3.  Stepwise Regression Model Summary
Mo-
del R
R 
Square
Adjusted 
R Square
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate
Change Statistics
Durbin-
WatsonR Square 
Change
F 
Change df1 df2
Sig. F 
Change
1 .846a .715 .712 .41759 .715 236.105 1 94 .000
2 .877b .770 .765 .37751 .055 22.022 1 93 .000
3 .896c .802 .796 .35200 .032 14.966 1 92 .000
4 .902d .813 .805 .34411 .011 5.267 1 91 .024
5 .907e .822 .812 .33729 .009 4.716 1 90 .033 2.129
a. Predictors: (Constant), Representor
b. Predictors: (Constant), Representor, Innovator
c. Predictors: (Constant), Representor, Innovator, Analyzer
d. Predictors: (Constant), Representor, Innovator, Analyzer, Leader
e. Predictors: (Constant), Representor, Innovator, Analyzer, Leader, Networker
f. Dependent Variable: Self-perceived effectiveness
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in the scale by 1 point in evaluating the networking role still leads to 0.121point change 
in evaluating effectiveness. None of confidence intervals cross zero, which indicates that 
parameters are significant in representing population. But they are quite large, particu-
larly when we include more predictors. So, using models with less predictors increases 
the representativeness of the model for the whole population. Multicollinearity is not 
a problem for the models with VIF statistics below 10 and tolerance statistics above 
0.2 (Field, 2013). The data were also checked for meeting the assumption of homosce-
dasticity and linearity. Partial plots analysis did not reveal issues with meeting those 
assumptions. No obvious outliers representing cases that might have undue influence 
TABLE 4. Stepwise regression coefficients
Model
Unstandardized 
Coefficients
Standard-
ized Coef-
ficients t Sig.
95.0% Confidence 
Interval for B
Collinearity 
Statistics
B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound
Upper 
Bound
Toler-
ance VIF
1
(Constant) 1.612 .220 7.322 .000 1.175 2.049
Representor .694 .045 .846 15.366 .000 .604 .783 1.000 1.000
2
(Constant) 1.015 .236 4.297 .000 .546 1.484
Representor .492 .059 .599 8.290 .000 .374 .609 .473 2.112
Innovator 
new .317 .067 .339 4.693 .000 .183 .451 .473 2.112
3
(Constant) .785 .228 3.439 .001 .332 1.238
Representor .347 .067 .423 5.205 .000 .215 .480 .325 3.074
Innovator 
new .263 .064 .282 4.077 .000 .135 .391 .451 2.216
Analyzer .251 .065 .285 3.869 .000 .122 .380 .396 2.524
4
(Constant) .508 .254 2.006 .048 .005 1.012
Representor .336 .065 .410 5.137 .000 .206 .466 .323 3.092
Innovator 
new .211 .067 .226 3.158 .002 .078 .344 .400 2.497
Analyzer .222 .065 .252 3.423 .001 .093 .351 .381 2.628
Leader .143 .062 .139 2.295 .024 .019 .266 .558 1.791
5
(Constant) .391 .254 1.536 .128 -.115 .896
Representor .296 .067 .361 4.437 .000 .163 .429 .299 3.347
Innovator 
new .194 .066 .207 2.930 .004 .062 .325 .394 2.536
Analyzer .191 .065 .216 2.930 .004 .061 .320 .362 2.761
Leader .136 .061 .133 2.228 .028 .015 .257 .557 1.795
Networker 
new .121 .056 .138 2.172 .033 .010 .232 .492 2.034
a. Dependent Variable: Self-perceived effectiveness
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on predictor’s regression coefficient were detected. To test the normality of residuals, 
the histogram and normal probability plot were analyzed. The histogram was symmet-
rical and approximately bell-shaped, but probability plot was a little bit S-shaped, which 
indicated some problems of skewness. This refers to some violation of the assumption 
of normality. But this issue was considered as minor. General reliability of the model 
should be satisfactory to analyze its implications.
3. Discussion and conclusions
The purpose of this research is to determine the managerial roles of SMEs managers as 
measured by the developed survey instrument and how they are related to perceived 
managerial effectiveness. Based on our research analysis, six managerial roles were dis-
tinguished using EFA. The study revealed how SMEs managers evaluate the importance 
of their performed managerial roles. Roles profile according to the priorities can be 
presented as Leader (28.1%), Decision maker (21.9%), Innovator (14.6%), Networker 
(8.3%), Representor (6.3%), Analyzer (4.2%). 16.7% respondents indicated the equal 
importance of several roles at once. It is also noteworthy that in our study no significant 
differences in roles profiles with respect to managerial positions in the organizations 
were found. These results differ from some studies (Alexander, 1979; Paolillo, 1981), 
which concluded that the manager’s level in the hierarchy has a strong effect on the 
extent managerial roles are required. This inconsistency occurred due to the different 
context of hierarchical structure of the researched companies as they were mostly large. 
In our case we have another segment – small and medium – sized companies. In small 
companies hierarchical structure depends greatly on their managers and owner’s will 
because they are the ones who decide when and what can be done.
The roles presented in our framework only partly coincide with the roles described 
by Mintzberg (1973; 1994), Morse & Wagner (1978), Leslie et al. (2002). The Lead-
er and Innovator roles do not deviate from the interpretation of mentioned scholars 
or at least they are very close to their interpretations. The role of the Leader implies 
being with employees, trusting them and involving them in the decision making pro-
cess, rewarding them for their achievements, communicating intensively on all issues 
of their interest. The role of the Innovator overlaps with the role of the Entrepreneur as 
described in Mintzberg’s (1973) classification. It implies creative attitude to new op-
portunities and thinking “out of the box”, encouraging others to think in the same way, 
readiness to instigate and accept changes.
In the same study Mintzberg (1973) stressed the importance of involvement of 
managers in decision making activities. But, according to Mintzberg, there is no single 
decision making role. Decision making includes a whole set of different activities, and 
these sets can be seen as separate managerial roles. Therefore, he describes Entrepre-
neur, Disturbance handler, Resource allocator and Negotiator roles as separate ones, 
falling into the category of decisional roles. The current study indicates that managers 
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of SMEs distinguish decision making as a separate area of their responsibility. But in 
their mind decision making is not just problem solving and coming up with solutions, 
it is more about speed, toughness and rationality. Making decisions means acting with-
out procrastination, in a planned and organized way, with the confidence in what has 
been decided. Such interpretation of the Decision maker role can be attributed to our 
study and is somewhat more specific and wider than in Mintzberg (1973) or Leslie et 
al. (2002) studies. Indeed, interpretation of decision making as being a tough process 
where speed and self-confidence is paramount can have several reasons. We assumed 
that the peculiarities of SMEs affect the process of decision making. Differently from 
Tengblad’s (2006) replication study of Mintzberg’s research, where he noticed that top 
managers better delegate the subordinates to make decisions than do it themselves, 
managers of small companies cannot rely on analytical departments and extensive as-
sistance while making decisions. The majority of analytical work should be done by 
themselves. Lack of time and sometimes skills and competences (due to the fact of di-
versity of issues) creates permanent pressure on managers, which makes the decision 
making process quite tough. 
Another assumption might be linked to the specificity of the region. For small open 
economies, including Lithuania, that are characterized by limited home markets, both 
the establishment of SMEs and their internationalization are important (Diskienė et al., 
2015). However, most SMEs are national companies born in the national market and 
serving first of all national consumers. Operating on an emerging market and being a 
part of a big European market, local managers face very tough international competi-
tion from the part of bigger, financially more robust, and more experienced competi-
tors. This creates pressure for managers to react speedy and “in the right way”. Indeed, 
the study on Lithuanian SMEs internationalization (Diskienė et al., 2015) has revealed 
that SMEs engaged in international activities beside the other factors stress the signifi-
cance of personal attitudes, managerial experience, skills and competences. 
In this study three roles (Analyzer, Representor and Networker) were found as 
more specific to SMEs. This is in line with Paolillo (1984) research on managerial roles 
in small and large companies who concluded that the roles of the Leader and the Rep-
resentor are central to small business managers, as well as the roles related with external 
communication.
The role of the Analyzer means finding out important relevant information, analyz-
ing it and applying for the prospects of organization. It requires dealing with organiza-
tion’s internal and external information. Noticing changes in the environment and mak-
ing sense of them, dealing with internal risk issues or analyzing different processes are 
particularly important for the managers of SMEs. This role implies using information in 
a rational, logical way. So managers should be involved in dealing with information in 
an analytical way, they should be analysts. This role partly reflects the role of the mon-
itor in Mintzberg’s classification. Both roles require working with information. But the 
major difference is that monitoring is separated from the application of received infor-
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mation. Receiving of information becomes the aim by itself. The role of the Analyzer in 
this study refers not only to obtaining information but also to utilizing it. It is important 
not only to forecast future and track changes, but to define threats and opportunities 
and to influence processes. This finding can be referred to the specifics of SMEs, where 
finding necessary information, analysis, decision making and implementation are parts 
of the job of the same manager. Small scale activities do not let specialize in separate 
activities so respondents find hard to think about getting and using information as two 
separate stages in dealing with information.
Representor’s role implies dealing with outsiders for the benefit of the organization. 
It includes negotiating on behalf of the organization, interacting with private and public 
sector representatives, communicating and advocating the interest of the organization 
in different milieu, exercising influence to promote the company’s interest. With refer-
ence to Mintzberg’s classification, this role partly covers the role of Negotiator, partly 
the Spokesperson role, but it also has something to do with decisional roles. Appear-
ance of the Representor role can easily be linked to the specifics of management in 
small organizations. Lack of specialized human resources alongside complexity of task 
require from managers to see the environment as “a whole”. Negotiating with, explain-
ing to, persuading different stakeholders seem as parts of the same job for those manag-
ers. Therefore, they do not make difference between activity of negotiation and activity 
of a spokesperson. Both of them can be seen as activities of promoting the company’s 
interests to outside stakeholders.
The role of the Networker means creating effective alliances and networks inside 
(building teams) and outside (looking for contacts and creating and maintaining im-
portant relations) of organizations. This role is new to this study and represents mainly 
a mix of Liaison and Leader roles as defined by previous studies (Mintzberg, 1973; 
Leslie et al., 2002; DuBrin, 2012). The importance of new information technologies 
and social networks can be assessed by considering why these roles fall into one. Cross-
ing organizational boundaries social networks become part of routine environment for 
every manager. Managers themselves become members of different networks – social 
and professional, moreover, their employees make part of different networks as well. 
Managers feel that they cannot stand apart from these trends and need to use them as 
an important tool to achieve organizational goals. 
Finally, it must be recognized that the work of managers of SMEs, as Muir & Lang-
ford (1994) stated, is like a “multi-role behaviour”, and they take on “a myriad of roles” 
(Floren, 2006, 279). 
The results of regression analysis show the direct link between evaluation of the 
accomplishment of managerial roles and perceiving of managerial effectiveness by the 
manager. It is not surprising due to implied process – outcome relationship. Good per-
formance of managerial roles should lead to better achievement of goals, to higher ef-
fectiveness of managerial work. At least such relationship exists in the mind of respond-
ents. So, the findings of this research are in line with the conclusions made in Leslie 
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et al. (2002) and Hamlin & Patel (2012) studies, where positive effect of the roles on 
managerial effectiveness has also been identified.
The study conducted suggests that the strongest link of perceived managerial effec-
tiveness is with the role of the Representor of the organization. Managers who perceive 
themselves as being good negotiators, good organizations’ agents dealing with outside 
entities in promoting organizational cause tend to directly link these qualities to higher 
managerial effectiveness. The roles of Innovator, Analyzer, Leader and Networker also 
affect evaluations of effectiveness, but their impact is more miniscule than the assess-
ment of the role of Representor.
Our study yields an important conclusion that managerial roles can be better ex-
plained when specific settings of managers are taken into account. Universalistic view 
allows describing the work of a manager, but it lacks precision and can discard impor-
tant work priorities. The findings do not assume that Mintzberg’s framework cannot 
be applied in investigation of managerial work of managers in SMEs. Generally, there 
is no disagreement between managers in what kind of activities they participate in. The 
issue is how they understand the link between different sets of activities. The current 
research suggests that managers of SMEs perceive managerial roles as much more inte-
grative than it is suggested by Mintzberg’s (1973) model: information gathering cannot 
be taken apart from analysis and utilization of the information collected; public rela-
tions, negotiations and pursuing of the company’s interest should also be taken as one 
managerial role and so on.
It is also noteworthy that Mintzberg’s managerial roles model is recognized as more 
universal and neutral in the light of national culture, it still needs to be adapted in dif-
ferent contextual conditions. Our study was conducted according to certain contextual 
criteria: specific sample characteristics (local SMEs managers), monocultural business 
environment, different managerial level managers, etc. In terms of cultural differences 
more studies need to be conducted in less researched regions with emerging economies 
in order to evaluate the influence of the contextual and cultural aspects and to pro-
vide more evidence if managerial roles adjust in terms of distinct culture and determine 
other criteria. Another important criterion to check against might be the organization’s 
size defining specializations within the organization and, therefore, affecting the scope 
of integration of different management activities, and the content of separate roles. New 
informational technologies changing the way people interact could also be chosen to 
check against. Developing of understanding of the managerial role playing in different 
contexts using those and other criteria could substantially improve our understanding 
of more effective managerial work.
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